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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS HOPE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

 

MC2007-1, USPS-T-1 
Response to OCA Interrogatory 

OCA/USPS-T1-1: 
The following interrogatory refers to your testimony at page 4.  You state:  “Standard 
Mail® parcels that do not require a scan or signature at delivery….”  Please refer to the 
Signature Confirmation fee schedule 949.1  Please explain under what circumstance 
Standard Mail parcels would require a signature at delivery. 
 
RESPONSE: 

No Standard Mail parcels now require a signature at delivery.  The quoted sentence 

could have read, “Standard Mail® parcels that do not require a scan at delivery...”  

                                            
1  See also, 
http://www.usps.com/send/waystosendmail/extraservices/signatureconfirmationservice.htm 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS HOPE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

 

MC2007-1, USPS-T-1 
Response to OCA Interrogatory 

OCA/USPS-T1-2: 
At page 4 of your testimony, you refer to the weekly Priority Mail shipment sent to 
customers using the Premium Forwarding Service (PFS).   Are all PFS shipments being 
sent to clients on Wednesday?  If not, please fully explain why not and provide the 
day(s) of the week PFS shipments are made and for each day identified, provide the 
percent of total USPS PFS weekly volume sent on that day. 
 
RESPONSE: 

Current policy continues to identify Wednesday as the sole weekly PFS reshipment day.  

Policy cannot, however, constrain the wide variety of circumstances that a delivery unit 

may face, so I expect that some PFS shipments occurred on other days.   

 

I am aware of one system-wide anomaly:  prior to the July 4th holiday this year, I was 

contacted by one Postmaster who was unsure when PFS reshipments should be 

dispatched because this national holiday fell on a Wednesday.  I instructed him to use 

his best judgment given local staffing and that the reshipment could be made either on 

July 3rd or July 5th  (i.e., Tuesday or Thursday).   



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS HOPE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

 

MC2007-1, USPS-T-1 
Response to OCA Interrogatory 

OCA/USPS-T1-3: 
In your testimony you discuss a qualitative survey of PFS customers, lines 19-20 at 9.  
You also provide a copy of the survey instrument and discuss the results. 
a. Please provide the underlying statistical justification including relevant 

calculations for the use of 1,007 surveys and the expected statistical reliability.   
b. Please indicate the degree to which the 205 completed surveys are statistically 

reliable and representative of the universe of PFS customers.  
c. Please comment on the response rate and provide any information you have to 

explain why only 205 of 1,007 questionnaires received responses. 
 
RESPONSE: 

a-c.    This survey was not designed for statistical reliability, which is implicit in my 

description of it as “qualitative”.  All survey respondents volunteered an e-mail address; 

as such they are self-selected and not representative of all PFS customers.  All surveys 

do not need statistical reliability to generate useful information.  The purpose of the 

qualitative PFS customer survey “was to focus future research efforts.”  (Third 

Semiannual Data Collection Report (Q1-Q2 FY 2007), part 5, page 3.) 

 

The survey generated insights and identified areas we may explore in the future through 

quantitative research.  The survey elicited comments and suggestions for PFS that, 

together with other qualitative information, help me manage the PFS program.  The 

1007 surveys distributed and 205 completed strike me as sufficient to capture a broad 

range of customer feedback regarding PFS. 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS HOPE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

 

MC2007-1, USPS-T-1 
Response to OCA Interrogatory 

OCA/USPS-T1-4:  
In your testimony you discuss a qualitative survey of PFS customers, lines 19-20 at 9.  
You also provide a copy of the survey instrument and discuss the results. 
a. Please provide the breakout in terms of number of replies by category (e.g., 

excellent, very good, etc) for question 2. 
b. Please provide the breakout in terms of number of replies by category (e.g., 

excellent, very good, etc) for each of the parts of question 3. 
c. Please provide the breakout in terms of number of replies by category (e.g., 

excellent, very good, etc) for question 5. 
d. Please provide the breakout in terms of number of replies by category (e.g., 

excellent, very good, etc) for each of the parts of question 6. 
e. Please provide the breakout in terms of number of replies by category (e.g., 

excellent, very good, etc) for question 7. 
f. Please provide the break   out in terms of number of replies by category (e.g., 

excellent, very good, etc) for question 12.   
g. Please provide the breakout in terms of number of replies by category (e.g., 

excellent, very good, etc) for question 13. 
h. Please provide the breakout in terms of number of replies by category (e.g., 

excellent, very good, etc) for question 14.   
i. Please provide the written comments received associated with questions 4, 8, 

11, and 15. 
 
RESPONSE: 

a. Question 2: 

“Overall, how satisfied are you with Premium Forwarding Service?” 

Very Satisfied 132
Somewhat Satisfied   44
Neither satisfied or dissatisfied    8 
Somewhat dissatisfied    9 
Very dissatisfied   12
Don’t Know    0 
 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS HOPE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

 

MC2007-1, USPS-T-1 
Response to OCA Interrogatory 

 

b. Question 3: 

“How would you rate the following aspects of the Premium Forwarding Service 
enrollment process?” 
 
Clarity of enrollment instructions 
Excellent  60 
Very Good  78 
Good  39 
Fair  18 
Poor   6 

 

Ease of enrolling 
Excellent  55 
Very Good  72 
Good  43 
Fair  17 
Poor  14 

 

Confidence that enrollment has been recorded correctly by USPS 
Excellent  61 
Very Good  85 
Good  24 
Fair  22 
Poor  10 
 
$10 enrollment fee 
Excellent   36 
Very Good   40 
Good   60 
Fair   32 
Poor   32 
 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS HOPE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

 

MC2007-1, USPS-T-1 
Response to OCA Interrogatory 

 

Overall enrollment process 
Excellent  42 
Very Good  80 
Good  45 
Fair  24 
Poor   7 
 

c. Question 5: 

“Overall, how satisfied were you with the delivery of mail to your temporary address 
using the U.S. Postal Service Premium Forwarding Service?” 
 
Very Satisfied 114
Somewhat Satisfied  56 
Neither satisfied or dissatisfied    4 
Somewhat dissatisfied   17
Very dissatisfied   11
Don’t Know    0 

 

d. Question 6: 

“How would you rate the following aspects of the Premium Forwarding Service delivery 
process?”  
 
Start up of your service in a timely manner 
Excellent 114 
Very Good   49 
Good   19 
Fair    9 
Poor  13 
 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS HOPE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

 

MC2007-1, USPS-T-1 
Response to OCA Interrogatory 

 

“How would you rate the following aspects of the Premium Forwarding 
Service delivery process?” (continued): 

 
The time from mailing by the Postal Service to delivery at your temporary address 
Excellent  70 
Very Good  62 
Good  29 
Fair  22 
Poor  18 
 
Receipt of all of your mail 
Excellent  99 
Very Good  50 
Good  26 
Fair  11 
Poor  15 
 

Consistent receipt of your mail at the same time each week 
Excellent  65 
Very Good  50 
Good  32 
Fair  28 
Poor  26 
 

$10.40 fee for each weekly shipment 
Excellent  39 
Very Good  43 
Good  54 
Fair  39 
Poor  26 
 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS HOPE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

 

MC2007-1, USPS-T-1 
Response to OCA Interrogatory 

 

e. Question 7: 

“Was the Premium Forwarding Service you requested provided in accordance with the 
service description you received?” 
 
All of the time  94 
Most of the time  82 
Sometimes  21 
Never   4 
Don’t know   2 

 
f. Question 12: 
 
“How likely are you to recommend U.S. Postal Service Premium Forwarding Service to 
someone else?” 
 
Very likely 132 
Somewhat likely   41 
Neither likely nor unlikely     6 
Somewhat unlikely   11 
Very unlikely   10 
 
g. Question 13: 
 
“If you had the need to temporarily reship your mail again, how likely are you to use 
U.S. Postal Service Premium Forwarding Service?” 
 
Very likely 144 
Somewhat likely  30 
Neither likely nor unlikely    6 
Somewhat unlikely    7 
Very unlikely  11 
 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS HOPE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

 

MC2007-1, USPS-T-1 
Response to OCA Interrogatory 

 
h. Question 14: 
 
“If you could enroll in U.S. Postal Service Premium Forwarding Service via the Internet 
rather than going to the Post Office, how likely would you be to make use of this 
option?” 
 
Very likely 122 
Somewhat likely  44 
Neither likely nor unlikely  13 
Somewhat unlikely    7 
Very unlikely  14 

 

i. See the Attachment below.   
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS HOPE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

 

MC2007-1, USPS-T-1 
Response to OCA Interrogatory 

OCA/USPS-T1-5:  
Please turn to the Second Data Collection Report for the Premium Forwarding Service, 
April 1, 2006 – September 31, 2006 (Q3-Q4 FY 2006) (Attachment 1 to your testimony).  
Please explain the statement on page 2,  “A distribution of PFS volume (shipments) by 
zone for FY 2006 was estimated by recording information from over 15,600 sampled 
application forms.”  Please explain the basis for the sampling, including statistical 
reliability and degree to which the sample is representative of the universe from which it 
is drawn. 
 
RESPONSE: 

Redirected to witness Dawson. 

 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS HOPE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

 

MC2007-1, USPS-T-1 
Response to OCA Interrogatory 

OCA/USPS-T1-6: 
Please turn to the Second Data Collection Report for the Premium Forwarding Service, 
April 1, 2006 – September 31, 2006 (Q3-Q4 FY 2006) (Attachment 1 to your testimony).  
In item 5 on page 2 there is a summary of major issues discussed: the replacement of 
the previous informal forwarding arrangements, concerns about timely delivery of 
weekly shipments, concern over the inclusion of Standard Mail in the shipment, concern 
over the inability to apply from a remote location, and concern over the inability to 
change the destination address during the service, concern over the lack of an option of 
additional or fewer shipments per week, and concern over the inability to send PFS 
shipments to international addresses.   
a. Please quantify the number of customers expressing each type of concern.  
b. Please provide the total number of customers queried as to whether they had 

concerns. 
 
RESPONSE: 

a-b. No major issues were reported, although this interrogatory identifies minor issues 

that, in the interest of transparency, were mentioned in the data report.  However, 

repetition of issues was infrequent.  I understand that responses were not quantified as 

this interrogatory requests.  This was not a quantitative study; it was a qualitative survey 

that sought to identify issues that concerned customers without trying to assess the 

relative significance or weight of respective concerns.  See also my response to 

OCA/USPS-T1-3.   


